This study assessed the construct validity of two different measurement models of male partners' perpetration of physical violence, sexual violence, psychological abuse, and stalking against intimate partners. Data were obtained from a sample of 340 men arrested for physical assault of a female spouse or partner and court ordered into batterer intervention programs. Men were surveyed before starting the intervention. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to compare the construct validity of a four-factor measurement model of intimate partner violence (IPV) perpetration to a three-factor measurement model that combined psychological abuse with stalking; overlap in the perpetration of the various forms of IPV was also examined. CFA results supported the superiority of a four-factor 
Introduction
Male violence against female intimate partners continues to be a major public health concern. Intimate partner violence (IPV) is defined here as the use of actual or threatened physical or sexual violence, psychological abuse, or stalking by a current or former spouse or intimate partner. National estimates indicate that approximately 1.5 million women are physically assaulted or raped by intimate partners in the United States annually (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . Women who are physically assaulted by an intimate partner experience an average of 3.4 separate assaults per year, and those who are raped experience 1.6 rapes annually on average. In addition, 503,485 women are stalked annually by an intimate partner (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . Furthermore, previous work has found lifetime rates of psychological abuse victimization of women at 14%, and 4% with a current partner (Coker et al., 2002) .
Although IPV victims can be male or female, and some studies have shown that certain kinds of IPV (i.e., physical) have equal numbers of male and female victims (Archer, 2000) , overall IPV victimization is more prevalent and frequent among women than men (Breiding, Black, & Ryan, 2008; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . Female victims of IPV are significantly more likely than men to sustain an injury, receive medical care, be hospitalized, receive counseling, and lose time from work (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . The total cost of IPV victimization of women in the United States exceeds US$5.8 billion annually, and US$4.1 billion of that is for direct medical and mental health care costs (National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 2003) . Given the greater burden, the focus of this study is on male perpetration of IPV against female partners.
Much scholarship over the past few decades has been devoted to understanding the types of IPV perpetration and factors associated with IPV perpetration. Many of these studies have examined one dimension of IPV, often physical violence (e.g., see meta-analyses by Archer, 2000 Archer, , 2002 , or some but not all types of IPV (see, e.g., Magdol et al., 1997; Snow, Sullivan, Swan, Tate, & Klein, 2006) . Although studies that focus on some of the components of IPV are important and add to the body of knowledge around IPV, they do not enable an examination of the full gamut of IPV perpetration and the overlap of the types of IPV perpetration. As the National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) and other studies have shown, physical, sexual, psychological, and stalking IPV victimization often co-occur (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . Miller (2006) , using the NVAWS data, showed that more than 11% of women physically assaulted by an intimate partner was also raped and stalked by that partner. Follingstad, Rutledge, Berg, Hause, and Polek (1990) found that only 3 women in a sample of 234 women with a history of being battered reported never experiencing psychological abuse. Finkelhor and Yllo (1985) found that 48% of their qualitative sample of 50 women was classified as experiencing battering rapes or rape in the context of a physically violent marriage. Other researchers examining rape in marriage have reported similar findings on the co-occurrence of sexual and physical violence (Basile, 1999; Bergen, 1996; Peacock, 1998; Russell, 1990 ). Spitzberg's (2002) and Spitzberg and Cupach's (2007) meta-analyses of stalking studies revealed that about half of all stalking is perpetrated by a romantic partner and that stalking overlaps with physical violence and sexual violence. For example, Spitzberg and Cupach (2007) found that among 82 studies that included measures of other violence, 32% of stalking cases involved physical violence and 12% involved sexual violence. In a sample of women who were relentlessly stalked by intimate partners, Mechanic, Uhlmansiek, Weaver, and Resick (2002a) reported that the women were also physically, sexually, and emotionally abused by those partners. Similarly, Logan, Cole, and Shannon (2007) reported a combination of physical victimization, forced sex, psychological abuse, and stalking victimization among their sample of female IPV victims. Studies of male perpetrators also show overlap in some of the types of IPV. For example, Gondolf, Heckert, and Kimmel (2002) examined nonphysical partner violence (including verbal abuse, controlling behaviors, and threats) among a sample of men in batterer intervention programs and found that the majority of the batterers also perpetrated nonphysical violence. Specifically, more than three quarters of the sample of batterers (76%) reported verbal abuse of a partner, more than half of the sample (52%) reported controlling behaviors against a partner, and almost half (47%) of the men reported threatening behaviors against a partner (Gondolf et al., 2002) . As we know that the types of IPV victimization and perpetration are often co-occurring, studies on perpetration that include multiple types of IPV simultaneously allow a more complete and realistic examination of this problem.
A common historical theme in much of the empirical literature on IPV is that stalking has either been overlooked as a component of IPV or has been considered a subtype of psychological abuse (as cited in Mechanic, Weaver, & Resick, 2002b) . Although scholars recognize the importance of stalking as part of a broad definition of abuse in intimate partner relationships (DeKeseredy, 2000; Logan, Leukefeld, & Walker, 2002) , there has been some disagreement in the field regarding whether stalking should be treated as a distinct component of violence against women. Recommendations from a 1998 Workshop on Building Data Systems for Monitoring and Responding to Violence Against Women, sponsored jointly by the Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Justice, including researchers and practitioners, were that stalking should be considered a component of violence and abuse against women (VAAW), but there was no consensus "regarding whether stalking should be included in the narrower category of violence against women (VAW), considered psychological/emotional abuse, or treated as a distinct category" (Saltzman, Fingerhut, Rand, & Visher, 2000, p. 7) . IPV is a subset of violence against women; therefore, its conceptualization and study are defined by similar issues.
Several years ago, Kurt (1995) suggested that stalking is a variant of IPV, offering legal examples of stalking perpetration by male ex-partners after the breakup of their intimate relationships. In a study of stalking and psychological abuse perpetration of college students, Dye and Davis (2003) tested the notion that stalking by an ex-partner after a breakup is an extension of the psychological abuse he perpetrated while the relationships was intact and found that stalking perpetration after the breakup of a relationship and psychological abuse perpetration during the relationship share a number of theoretically relevant antecedents, such as the need for power and control. The implication of these results and those of similar studies (Davis, Ace, & Andra, 2000) , although both studies were limited to college samples, is that stalking and psychological abuse are similar forms of interpersonal coercion in the IPV context. Mechanic and colleagues (2002b) pointed out that certain elements of the stalking construct (e.g., repeated calls and other harassing behavior) have historically been characterized as psychological or emotional abuse. These authors called for further research to "delimit lines of demarcation" between physical, emotional, and stalking violence in intimate relationships (Mechanic et al., 2002b, p. 82) . Although stalking has gotten more attention in recent years (e.g., O'Connor & Rosenfeld, 2004) , it is not always measured along with the other types of IPV, even though evidence suggests that it co-occurs with physical, sexual, and psychological forms of abuse (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . To our knowledge, no studies have examined the fit of an IPV measurement model where stalking items are combined with indicators of psychological abuse relative to the fit of a measurement model where psychological abuse and stalking are treated as distinct constructs.
In this article, we present descriptive findings on IPV perpetration from this sample of court-mandated men. We then describe the four IPV outcome constructs, present prevalence of the four types of IPV perpetration, and examine the overlap between the types of perpetration. Finally, we present results of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) examining the fit of a fourfactor, first-order model of the violence outcomes (including physical violence, sexual violence, psychological abuse, and stalking) and the fit of a three-factor, first-order model (including physical violence, sexual violence, and psychological abuse, which includes the stalking items).
Given that much of the previous empirical literature has examined these four types of IPV as separate constructs, we expect that analyses will reveal that the four types of IPV are highly correlated but distinct constructs, and the four-factor, first-order model will be a better fitting model than the threefactor, first-order model, providing support for the hypothesis that physical violence, sexual violence, psychological abuse, and stalking are all distinct types of IPV that should be treated as such in analysis. Furthermore, consistent with previous literature on overlap in victimization (e.g., Mechanic et al., 2002a; Miller, 2006) and perpetration (e.g., Gondolf et al., 2002) , we expect there to be much overlap in reporting of the four types of IPV perpetration.
Method Sample
The sample consisted of men arrested for physical assault of a female intimate partner who were recruited from a corrections department in a metropolitan area of Texas. A total of 351 men participated in the survey. Of these, 29 men (8.3%) were administered the survey in Spanish. A total of 11 respondents were excluded due to the presence of missing data for greater than 75% of the survey items and a lack of data for the study outcomes, resulting in a sample size of 340 men. In total, 28 of the 29 Spanish respondents were retained in the sample of 340. Chi-square and t test analysis revealed that Spanish respondents had a similar demographic profile to English respondents.
Method
Data were collected from January 2005 through April 2006. Men were eligible for study participation if they were charged with assault against a female intimate partner, were 18 years of age or older, and understood English or Spanish. Men referred by the court for probation receive their initial probation orientation at the corrections department.
1 For the first 3 months of data collection, probation department personnel referred any man adjudicated in domestic violence court on an assault charge to study recruiters for screening for the current study. Because this method did not enable recruiters to determine what percentage of the men who came through the probation orientation were actually eligible for the study, the approach was changed such that recruiters began to approach all men who came through the probation department and screened them. Recruiters approached 9,331 men in total. Almost 14% (n = 1,267) of men approached were known to be eligible for the study. Of this 14%, approximately 27% completed a survey.
Men were approached as they left the orientation and asked to be screened for participation in the study. Men who agreed were screened, and eligible men were directed to a private area in the court to sign a consent form and complete the survey. All study staff were bilingual, and Spanish versions of the consent form and survey were available as needed. Men used audio computer-assisted self-interviewing (ACASI) to complete the survey. Each respondent received US$20 in cash for his participation.
Measures
Several demographic variables were collected as part of this study. Age was collected in years and then recoded to 18 to 25 years, 26 to 40 years, and 41 years old or older because of the relatively small number of men in the sample who were above 40 years old. Race and ethnicity were combined into one variable, including the following categories: White non-Hispanic, Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic, and Other. Education was collected for respondent and partner, and recoded into three categories: less than high school graduates, high school graduates, and some college or more. Full-or part-time employment was collected for respondent and partner, measured with a yes or no question. Living arrangement was measured using the following categories: married couple living together, unmarried couple living together, living alone, or other.
Measures of the four violence outcomes (psychological abuse, sexual violence, physical violence, and stalking) were created by summing items representing each of the four constructs. This process generated two multiitem scales (psychological abuse, sexual violence) and two summary indices (physical violence, stalking). Ten items adapted from the NVAWS (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) were included to measure psychological abuse, ranging from "being jealous or possessive" to "locking her up to prevent her from leaving the home." Sexual violence was measured with 8 items, including completed and attempted unwanted sex (adapted from Basile & Saltzman, 2002) as well as various circumstances in which unwanted sex may have occurred (e.g., when respondent was drunk, after a violent argument; M. P. Koss, Personal communication, October 22, 2002) . All psychological abuse and sexual violence items were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale of frequency where 1 = never and 5 = more than 10 times. Physical violence was measured with the 13 yes or no items from the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS; Straus, 1979) that were used in the NVAWS (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) , ranging from "throwing something at your spouse/partner that could hurt her" to "shooting your spouse or partner with a gun." Like the NVAWS, the current study did not use the instructions used in the original version of the CTS. Stalking violence was measured with 10 yes or no items from the NVAWS (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) , including behaviors such as "repeatedly following or spying on your spouse or partner" and "leaving unwanted items for your spouse or partner to find." The specific items constituting each scale/index are shown in Table 1 . For these violent outcomes and most other measures in this study (excluding static measures like race, etc.), respondents were asked to report their behaviors for the 12 months prior to the incident that led them to probation orientation.
Statistical Analysis
Data from the IPV perpetration study were examined in two stages. The preliminary analyses were conducted using SAS version 9.1. These analyses included the generation of descriptive statistics and analyses of overlap in the perpetration of the various forms of IPV (i.e., the extent to which perpetrators of one form of IPV also admitted perpetration of other dimensions of IPV).
The central analyses were conducted using Mplus version 5.1. These analyses included a series of CFAs designed to determine whether hypotheses about the theoretical factor structure of psychological abuse, physical violence, sexual violence, and stalking perpetration and about the specific factor to indicator loadings would be supported using study data. The analyses evaluated a measurement model with three factors representing physical violence, sexual violence, psychological abuse (with stalking tactics included along side traditional psychological abuse indicators) perpetration and a four-factor measurement model containing factors for physical violence and sexual violence as well as separate factors for stalking and psychological abuse. The factors in each model were allowed to covary while specific indicators were constrained to load only on the common factor that they were Note: All questions were anchored to the 12 months before the offense for which respondents were required to attend a probation orientation. Psychological abuse and sexual violence items were coded from 1 to 5 (Never, 1-2 times, 3-5 times, 6-10 times, 10+ times). Physical violence and stalking items were coded 1 = no and 2 = yes. All t tests were significant at p <.001;
Comparative Fit Index = .881, Tucker-Lewis Index = .928.
a. Denotes composite reliability.
hypothesized to measure. This approach was based on the assumption that the forms of IPV perpetration would be correlated and the desire to ensure the factorial simplicity of the developed measurement model. Due to the study's use of many dichotomous and ordinal items to capture aspects of psychological abuse, physical violence, sexual violence, and stalking perpetration, all parameter estimates were generated using Weighted Least Squares with Mean and Variance Adjustment (WLSMV). An array of statistical tests and indices were used to generate evaluative information about specific elements of each measurement model and about the overall performance of the model. First, overall goodness of fit was assessed by reviewing the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990 ) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), whereas the significance of factor to indicator loadings was assessed by examining t values and standard errors associated with factor loadings. Modification indices were also reviewed when results from the previous tests and indices indicated poor fit or identified trivial factor loadings. Next, the reliability and validity of the constructs and indicators were evaluated by computing indicator reliabilities, composite reliability indices, variance extracted estimates, and correlations between the four violence factors. Composite reliabilities are measures of internal consistency comparable to Cronbach's alpha coefficient; the variance extracted estimate measures the amount of variance captured by a construct, relative to the variance captured by measurement error (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . Finally, because the models of interest were not hierarchically related, the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) was used to determine the model with relatively better fit and fewer parameters. The formula used to calculate the AIC for a given model is AIC = c 2 -2df.
Results

Preliminary Analyses: Descriptive Characteristics
The study sample largely consisted of men who were under 40 years old. A third of the sample was between 18 and 25 years old (33.3%), and 26-to 40-year-olds represented 49.1% of the sample. The largest percentage of the sample was Black non-Hispanic (47.4%), followed by Hispanic (31.2%), White (17.9%), and Other (3.5%). The participants were fairly evenly distributed across the three educational levels. Approximately 40.0% were high school graduates, 22.1% had some college, and 27.5% of participants reported less than a high school education. At the time of the incident or arrest that led participants to probation, 71.1% of the participants held paying jobs, and most participants were either living with the partner as a married couple (34.0%) or living together unmarried (50.4%).
The most commonly endorsed indicator of psychological abuse was shouting or swearing at your spouse or partner (74%). The sexual violence item most commonly endorsed was trying to make your partner have sex with you when she did not want to but penetration did not occur (22%). The most commonly endorsed physical violence item was pushing, grabbing, or shoving your partner in a way that could hurt her (38%). Last, repeatedly making phone calls to your spouse or partner when she did not want you to (12%) was the most commonly reported stalking behavior (percentages for all items comprising the measures are shown in Table 1 ). The prevalence of items comprising the stalking measure, and to some extent the sexual violence measure, was much lower than that for psychological abuse and physical violence. For example, prevalence estimates for stalking ranged from 3% to 12%, and prevalence for sexual violence items ranged from 6% to 22%, whereas estimates for the psychological abuse and physical violence items ranged from 6% to 74% and 2% to 38%, respectively. This pattern is consistent with previous studies that have shown higher reporting of physical violence and psychological abuse than for sexual and stalking violence (e.g., Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000) . Table 2 presents data on the prevalence of at least one or more behaviors constituting each IPV type. As shown in the table, prevalence estimates ranged from a high of 99.7% (any stalking) to a low of 97.1% (any psychological abuse). Ninety-nine percent of the sample reported at least one physically violent behavior, and 98% of the sample reported one or more sexually violent behavior. Table 3 contains results of analysis examining the overlap between the four types of violence perpetration. Findings reveal that in most cases participants reporting involvement in one form of IPV also reported involvement in other types of IPV. Approximately 97% of the participants reported perpetration of at least one behavior representative of each violence type, whereas 1.4% reported perpetration of at least one physically violent behavior, one behavior classified as stalking, and one behavior considered sexually violent. Also included in Table 3 are percentages of men who reported only one type of violence perpetration. Stalking was the only type of violence for which this was the case, with only a single individual identified as only perpetrating stalking behavior. Not surprisingly, given the nature of the sample, only a single individual provided responses suggesting that they had not engaged in any violent behaviors.
CFA of the Three-and Four-Factor Models
Fit statistics indicated that the model to data fit of the four-factor model was superior to that of the three-factor model. Although both CFI and TLI values for the four-factor model exceeded .90, only the TLI value of the three-factor model surpassed this value (see Tables 1 and 4) . A review to identify potential sources of problems with the fit of the three-factor model failed to locate any loadings that should be either freed or fixed to achieve significant fit improvements. Last, the AIC for the model with four factors was 140.571 -2(49) = 42.571, whereas the AIC for the model with three factors How often did you do the following to your spouse or partner? Be jealous or possessive Try to limit her contact with family or friends Call her names or belittle her Put her down in front of others Did you shout or swear at your spouse or partner? Throw objects or broken things when you were angry Frighten her Prevent her from knowing about or having access to the family income even when she asked Prevent your spouse or partner from working outside the home Keep her locked up or prevent her from leaving the home Sexual violence How often you made your partner have sex with you when she did not want to? How often you tried to make your partner have sex with you when she did not want to but penetration did not occur? How often have you made or tried to make your partner have sex with you when she did not want to when you were drunk? How often have you made or tried to make your partner have sex with you when she was sick or had just had a baby even though she didn't want to? How often have you had or tried to have sex with your partner when she was asleep and unable to agree or disagree to have sex? How often have you made or tried to make your partner have sex with your friends or other people even though she didn't want to have sex? How often have you made your partner have sex with you right after a violent argument, even though she didn't want to have sex?
Physical violence Did you throw something at your spouse or partner that could hurt her? Did you push, grab, or shove your spouse or partner in a way that could hurt her? Did you slam your spouse or partner against the wall in a way that could hurt her? Did you pull your spouse or partner's hair in a way that could hurt her? Did you slap or hit your spouse or partner around the face and shoulders in a way that could hurt her? Did you kick your spouse or partner in a way that could hurt her? Did you choke your spouse or partner in a way that could hurt her? Did you threaten to hit your spouse or partner with a fist or other object in a way that could hurt? Did you threaten to stab your spouse or partner with a knife? Did you threaten to shoot your spouse or partner with a gun? Did you hit or punch your spouse or partner with a fist or other object that could hurt? Did you stab or cut your spouse or partner with a knife, or did you shoot your spouse or partner with a gun? is 167.321 -2(48) = 71.321. This result suggests that the four-factor model is defined by relatively better fit and fewer parameters compared to the threefactor model. In light of these findings, the four-factor model was accepted as the better depiction of the relationships among the factors and indicators. All factor loadings in the four-factor model were greater than .50, all factors displayed acceptable levels of composite reliability with coefficients exceeding .70, and all displayed variance extracted estimates exceeding the .50 cut point suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981) . When findings concerning the fit statistics, factor loadings, reliabilities, and variance extracted estimates are considered together, they provide support for the reliability and validity of the four-factor model and its elements. In addition, correlations (see Table 5 ) between the four factors show that the violence types were moderately positively correlated, with the lowest correlation between stalking and psychological abuse (.584) and the highest between physical violence and psychological abuse (.723 ). This level of correlation is desirable as it suggests that the constructs are interrelated but not redundant.
Discussion
The purpose of this article was to provide descriptive information and compare CFA results for three versus four IPV outcomes among a sample of male perpetrators arrested for physical assault of a female spouse or partner. Consistent with previous studies, all four types of violence are relatively prevalent among this sample of men. Findings revealed that although physical violence, sexual violence, psychological abuse, and stalking perpetration are distinct phenomena, they are correlated with each other and they co-occurred for most of the sample. Findings indicate that the overwhelming majority of men (96.8%) reported at least one indicator of all four types of IPV. It is encouraging that the disclosure rates were so high, given the fact that this sample of men was recruited into the study before their court cases were adjudicated.
Findings examining a CFA model that compares stalking items with psychological abuse items in relation to one that treats stalking as a distinct factor support our hypothesis that stalking is a distinct type of IPV that should be treated as such in analyses. Although historically certain types of stalking behaviors, particularly harassing and following behaviors, have been categorized as psychological abuse (as cited in Mechanic et al., 2002b) , the CFA results from the current study suggest that the stalking items work better if they are treated as indicators of a factor that is distinct from psychological abuse. The findings in Table 5 indicating that stalking and psychological abuse have the lowest correlation of all pairs of outcomes is noteworthy and suggests that stalking and psychological abuse are the least similar of all the pairs. In addition, the fact that all of the stalking items measured in this study fall into the category of harassing behavior is further support for the notion that even these types of behaviors that are perceived to be more similar to psychological abuse than the more violent types of stalking (e.g., physical harm) should be treated as analytically distinct from psychological abuse. Use of these items in this manner may provide more information regarding variations in the expressions and effects of IPV.
There are several strengths of this study. For one, it focused on multiple types of IPV perpetration by the same perpetrator, which is not always the case in the existing literature. We focused on a high-risk sample already identified by the system, so results from this study may be better able to inform prevention efforts with future men encountered by this court system as these men are mandated into some kind of treatment program. Furthermore, a comparison of factor structure of the four versus three violence types and evaluation of indicators of these constructs, using CFA, has not been done before to our knowledge. Previous studies using CFA to examine measures of IPV have typically looked at only some of the types of IPV. Finally, the inclusion of an extensive list of stalking perpetration behaviors along with the other types of IPV contributes to our understanding of how stalking is a distinct phenomenon that overlaps and is differentially associated with the other more commonly studied types.
A few limitations warrant discussion. First, we are limited in our ability to generalize from this sample given it is regional and of court-mandated men (who may, for example, represent more serious offenders and persons whose behaviors have been reported and confirmed), and the response rate of 27% is relatively low, which is not uncommon for court-mandated samples (Davis & Taylor, 1999) . In addition, we relied on self-reports by the men, which may have introduced some reporting bias. It is impossible to know the extent of bias, but we have reason to believe that it may not be that high for all the violence types, given that more than 90% of men reported at least one of each of the types of violent behaviors. Also, the severity of the four violence types examined cannot be addressed as information on this characteristic was not collected in the study. Furthermore, despite the confirmation of hypotheses regarding the factor structure that would be supported by the data, we hypothesized and evaluated only three or four interrelated IPV factors. Although the results support our hypotheses regarding the four-factor model, further studies are needed to conclusively affirm the claim that stalking is a distinct type of IPV that should be treated as such in analyses of other study data. Specifically, the three-and four-factor measurement models must be tested in samples that are larger and qualitatively different from the sample utilized in this study and characterized by higher response rates. Additional work examining the construct, convergent, and discriminant validity is also needed. The large majority of our sample was limited to men who were living together with their partner in intact relationships at the time of the violence. As an extension of the work of others (Davis et al., 2000; Dye & Davis, 2003) , future studies with larger and more representative samples of men could conduct similar analyses that compare the model tested in the current study to one that combines psychological abuse during the relationship and stalking after the relationship ends into one factor to further explore whether stalking perpetration is distinct from other forms of IPV (i.e., psychological abuse) both during a relationship and after it dissolves.
It should also be acknowledged that other domains or subconstructs (e.g., severe vs. less severe forms of physical violence, different domains of psychological abuse) may exist and thus be supported by the data from this study. Although our measures of the four outcomes include items tapping different domains (e.g., items measuring both verbal aggression and coercive control are included in the measure of psychological abuse), the present study did not attempt to model these IPV subdomains. Instead, we tested and compared two different combinations of factors that reflected major global types of IPV that were well supported empirically and experientially. Future research could use similar strategies to propose and evaluate other subdomains. Finally, the items used to capture each of the four outcome measures may not cover the full gamut of behaviors that characterize each of the violence outcomes. The measures of psychological abuse and stalking, in particular, are less refined than some of the measures that exist in the literature, such as Cupach and Spitzberg's (2000) measure of relational pursuit, which allows a more nuanced view of stalking behaviors. Future studies with the addition of other more nuanced items may further improve our understanding of the conceptual structure and behavioral patterning of IPV.
